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In this action the Defendant/ Appellant actimg pro se,
respectfully petitions the Court for rehearing on the following
grounds;
THE COURT OVERLOOKED ARGUMENT BASED UPON FULL FAITH AND CREDIT
In determining this issue, the Court ruled extensively on the
issue of whether or not the appellant's right to appeal had been
satisfied in the lower courts.

The appellant respectfully urges

that the issues of first impression in this case are:
(1) Whether or not Utah must give "Full Faith and
Credit to the Public Acts" of the State of Wyoming?
(2) Whether or not Utah must give "Full Faith and
Credit" to a license validly issued by the State of
Wyoming and still in full force on the date that the
violation of "Driving on Suspended License" allegedly
took place?
(3) Whether or not Utah can Suspend a license issued by
the State of Wyoming, previous to the alleged violation,
which caused the suspension; without going throught the
procedure of notifying Wyoming of the violation and
requesting that Wyomiong suspend the license, as requirec
by statute?
(4) Whether or not a person in possession of a valid
Driver's License, issued by the State of Wyoming can be
found guilty of "Driving on Suspended License" if that
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license was issued previous to the date when the alleged
"Suspension" took place, and if Wyoming declares his
license to be valid on the dated which the alleged
violation of "Driving on Suspended License" took place?

ARGUMENT
The United States Constitution Article IV Sections 1 and 2
require that each state give each of the several States "Full Faith
and Credit" in the legislative, Judicial and Public acts.

The

licensing regulations come under the police power of the legislature
and the regulatory bodies set up to issue and regulate licensing do
so through authorization from the Legislature and therefore a
Driver's License is a Legislative or Public act of a state which
other states must give Full Faith and Credit."

APPEALS BASED UPON CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUES AND RIGHTS ARE
APPROPRIATE IN THIS COURT NO MATTER FROM WHICH
STATE COURT IT CAME

ARGUMENT
This Court appropriately reviews issues of constitutionality,
not only of statute, but also proceedurally and otherwise.

To

follow the Courts reasoning would seem to indicate that an unlawful
arrest might take place (i.e., lack of probable cause to stop,
illegal search and seizure, etc.); the justice of the peace could
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convict, and the circuit court also, pursuant to trial de Novo, and
there could be no redress for the violation of constitutionally
guaranteed rights; outside of a lengthy, expensive civil rights
suit; which would only grant monetary relief and the accused would
still be convicted.

In what way would this cause an officer or

judge or other agent of the government to try to uphold the rights
of the accused?

In all actuality this would give police and lower

courts wide discretion in violating rights of individual citizens,
knowing full well that the Supreme Court (who should be the "watch
dog" of the Constitution), will not touch the appeal simply because
the constitutionality or validity of a statute was not raised.

If

we take this a step further, is the Court saying that a person could
sit in jail for two years on a misdemeanor charge before conviction
(in violation of his right to speedy trial), request a trial de
Novo, in the Circuit Court, challange the charge on a speedy trial
issue, lose in that Court; and his conviction would stand because he
did not challange the statute he was charged under?

Must one

challange the validity or constitutionality of the statute making
running a stop sign illegal, in order to overturn a conviction in
which he was not allowed counsel; or speedy trial?
It does not seem that a reasonable person would believe that
Constitutional rights can be superseded by failure to challange the
statute, and it is hard to believe that this Court cannot reach a
Constitutional wrong as long as the statute is not challanged-no
matter in what court the issue begins.
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CONCLUSION
WHEREFORE, the appellant respectfully petitions this Court for
rehearing on the issue of Full Faith and Credit.
CERTIFICATION
I certify that I verily believe that I am entitled to the
relief sought by this petition for rehearing and that it is not
taken for purposes of delay.
Dated this 12th of March 1990.

Respectfully submitted,

^j)£<L, \r^Rljfe^A^^
Lee Christensen
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